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(EIS)/Overseas EIS (OEIS) in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969

(42 United States Code §4321 et seq.); the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for
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Study Area, which is made up of air and sea space off Southern California, around the Hawaiian Islands,
and the air and sea space connecting them. Three alternatives were analyzed in this EIS/OEIS:

e The No Action Alternative represents those training and testing activities as set forth in
previously completed environmental planning documentation.

e Alternative 1 includes the training and testing activities addressed in the No Action
Alternative, plus an adjustment to the Hawaii study area boundaries and proposed
adjustments to types, location, and levels of training and testing activities.

e Alternative 2 includes all elements of Alternative 1 plus establishes new range capabilities,
modifies existing capabilities, and adjusts the type and tempo of training and testing.

In this EIS/OEIS, the Navy analyzed potential environmental impacts that result or could result from
activities under the No Action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2. The resources evaluated
include sediments and water quality, air quality, marine habitats, marine mammals, sea turtles,
seabirds, marine vegetation, marine invertebrates, fish, cultural resources, socioeconomic resources,
and public health and safety.
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FOREWORD

The Navy provided the Hawaii-Southern California Training and Testing (HSTT) Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS)/Overseas EIS (OEIS) for public review and comment from May 11 to July 10,
2012. Changes in this Final EIS/OEIS reflect all substantive comments made on the Draft EIS/OEIS during
the public comment period and Navy refinements to the Proposed Action. Additionally, the analysis has
been adjusted to more accurately quantify the expected acoustic effects to marine organisms, taking
into consideration animal avoidance or movement and Navy mitigations. Public comments are
summarized and responded to in Appendix E (Public Participation).

While most sections in the EIS/OEIS were changed in some manner between the draft and final versions,
many of those changes entail minor modifications to improve wording or provide clarification. The key
changes between the HSTT Draft EIS/OEIS and Final EIS/OEIS follow.

e Chapter 2 (Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives):

One component of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) is no longer proposed by the Navy and
was eliminated from consideration. “Hydrophone modification, upgrade, and replacement at
underwater tracking ranges at the Pacific Missile Range Facility” did not develop to the maturity
necessary to conduct an analysis. Text was changed to clarify that San Diego Bay is included within
the HSTT Study Area.

Annual levels of certain activities and resulting quantities of associated military expended materials
were adjusted to reflect more accurate estimates of future training and testing needs and to correct
errors. The general types and locations of training and testing did not change. Tables 1 through 3
identify the changes between the Draft EIS/OEIS and Final EIS/OEIS for sonar and explosive usage
during training and testing by alternative. Some of these changes affected the modeled marine
mammal exposure results, such that modeled exposures decreased overall for both training and
testing activities. These changes are presented in Appendix B to the Determination of Acoustic
Effects on Marine Mammals and Sea Turtles for the Hawaii-Southern California Training and Testing
Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement Technical Report,
available at http://www.hstteis.com. Specifically, the modeled training activities involving sonar and
other active acoustic sources for the No Action Alternative generally decreased in the Final EIS/OEIS
due to the reduction in planned use of several sound sources. For Alternatives 1 and 2, the overall
use decreased, primarily due to a reduction in the planned use of one mine detection and
classification sonar after publication of the Draft EIS/OEIS. There were no changes in training use of
explosive sources. For testing activities involving sonar and other active acoustic sources, the
increased number of modeled non-TTS exposures is partially attributed to the general increase in
modeled activities, although many of the activity increases resulted in no increase in exposures.
Following the publication of the Draft EIS/OEIS, testing requirements for a number of sources
increased for Alternatives 1 & 2, resulting in an underestimation of marine mammal non-TTS
(behavioral) exposures in the Draft EIS/OEIS. While PTS and TTS exposures are lower in this Final
EIS/OEIS, the non-TTS (behavioral) exposures did increase, but by a lesser amount. While the trend
was generally an increase in sound sources, low-frequency sonar use in the Final EIS/OEIS is
approximately 1,000 hours less than in the Draft EIS/OEIS. While explosives use increased for
Alternatives 1 & 2 in the Final EIS/OEIS for testing activities, the increase was in bin E1, the smallest
size explosive, resulting in no increased marine mammal exposures.

In addition, updates to text were made to capture recent regulatory changes.

FOREWORD



HAWAII-SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA TRAINING AND TESTING FINAL EIS/OEIS

AUGUST 2013

Table 1: Change in Annual Sonar and Other Active Acoustic Source Class Usage during Training Activities Analyzed in this FEIS Compared to the DEIS

For Annual Training Activities

Annual Usage

Source Class Category S((:)Il;;c;e Units No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2
DEIS FEIS Change DEIS FEIS Change DEIS FEIS Change
Low-Frequency (LF) LF4 Hours 0 0 = 0 0 = 0 0 =
Sources that produce LF5 Hours 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
signals less than 1 kHz LF6 Hours 0 0 j 0 0 j 0 0 j
MF1 Hours 4,454 3,461 -993 10,382 11,588 +1,206 11,534 11,588 +54
MF1K Hours 83 83 - 88 88 - 88 88 -
MF2 Hours 1,146 898 -248 2,759 3,060 +301 3,047 3,060 +13
MF2K Hours 27 27 - 34 34 - 34 34 -
MF3 Hours 898 1,036 +138 2,133 2,336 +203 2,133 2,336 +203
Mid-Frequency (MF) MF4 Hours 656 607 -49 858 888 +30 888 888 -
Tactical and non-tactical "y -5 Count | 7,678 6,379 1299 | 13718 | 13,718 - 13,718 | 13718 -
sources that produce
signals from 1 to 10 kHz MF6 Count 0 0 S 0 0 = 0 0 -
MF8 Hours 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
MF9 Hours 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
MF10 Hours 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
MF11 Hours 0 0 - 1,120 1,120 - 1,120 1,120 -
MF12 Hours 255 0 -255 949 1,094 +145 1,093 1,094 +1
] HF1 Hours 222 590 +368 1,691 1,754 +63 1,696 1,754 +58
High-Frequency (HF)
Tactical and nontactical HF3 Hours 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
sources that produce HF4 Hours 5,121 5,121 - 4,848 4,848 - 5,616 4,848 -768
signals greater than 10 kHz _ ] _
but less than 180 kHz HFS Hours 0 0 0 0 0 0
HF6 Hours 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -

! In the DEIS, source class MF5 was presented as hours of use. The equivalent count is shown here for comparison.

Notes: DEIS = Draft Environmental Impact Statement, FEIS = Final Environmental Impact Statement, kHz = kilohertz, LF = low frequency, MF = mid-frequency, HF = high frequency
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Table 1: Change in Annual Sonar and Other Active Acoustic Source Class Usage during Training Activities Analyzed in this FEIS Compared to the DEIS

(continued)

For Annual Training Activities

Annual Usage

Source Class Category S(;ercse Units No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2
DEIS FEIS Change DEIS FEIS Change DEIS FEIS Change

Anti-Submarine Warfare ASW1 Hours 0 0 = 224 224 = 224 224 =
(AS(\jNg Tactical .Sougces . ASW2' | Count 1,185 1,046 -139 1,680 1,800 +120 1,800 1,800 -
used during anti-submarine
warfare training and testing ASW3 | Hours 6,485 4,492 -1,993 14,545 16,561 +2,016 16,561 16,561 -
activities ASW4' | Count 974 974 - 1,540 1,540 - 1,540 1,540 -
Torpedoes (TORP) Source | 1oppst | count 92 92 . 170 170 i 170 170 i
classes associated with
active acoustic signals 1
produced by torpedoes TORP2" | Count 321 321 - 400 400 - 400 400 -
Acoustic Modems (M)
Transmit data acoustically M3 Hours 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
through the water
Swimmer Detection
Sonar (SD) Used to detect
divers and submerged Sb1 Hours 0 0 i 0 0 i 0 0 i
swimmers
Airguns (AG) Used during
Zwmmer defe_nse and diver AG Count 0 0 _ 0 0 ) 0 0 _

eterrent training and
testing activities
Synthetic Aperture Sonar } ) }
(SAS): Sonar in which SASI Hours 0 0 0 0 0 0
active acoustic signals are SAS? | Hours 0 0 i 0 0 i 0 0 i
post-processed to form
high-resolution images of
the seafloor SAS3 | Hours 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -

! In the DEIS, source classes ASW2, ASW4, TORP1, and TORP 2 were presented as hours of use. The equivalent count is shown here for comparison.

Notes: DEIS = Draft Environmental Impact Statement, FEIS = Final Environmental Impact Statement, ASW = Anti-submarine Warfare, TORP = Torpedoes, M = Acoustic Modems,
SD = Swimmer Detection Sonar, AG = Airguns, SAS = Synthetic Aperture Sonar
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Table 2: Change in Annual Sonar and Other Active Acoustic Source Class Usage during Testing Activities Analyzed in this FEIS Compared to the DEIS

For Annual Testing Activities

Annual Usage
Source Class Category S((:)Il;;c;e Units No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2
DEIS FEIS Change DEIS FEIS Change DEIS FEIS Change
Low-Frequency (LF) LF4 Hours 1,588 2 -1,586 1,871 42 -1,829 2,157 52 -2,105
Sources that produce LF5 Hours 840 1,680 +840 960 1,920 +960 1,080 2,160 +1,080
signals less than 1 kHz LF6 Hours 0 0 - 200 192 -8 204 192 -12
MF1 Hours 25 25 - 129 169 +40 137 180 +43
MF1K Hours 0 0 - 10 17 +7 10 18 +8
MF2 Hours 0 0 - 64 84 +20 64 84 +20
MF2K Hours 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
MF3 Hours 119 119 - 340 350 +10 381 392 +11
Mid-Frequency (MF) MF4 Hours 8 66 +58 21 643 +622 515 693 +178
Zgﬁﬁ'ccjs' f‘g‘; g‘r’é‘éhacce“ca' MF5 Count | 2,813 2,813 - 3,855 4,506 +741 4,273 5,024 +751
signals from 1 to 10 kHz MF6 Count 0 507 +507 0 507 +507 4 540 +536
MF8 Hours 40 2 -38 32 2 -30 40 2 -38
MF9 Hours 270 270 - 2,668 2,743 +75 2,949 3,039 +90
MF10 Hours 0 0 - 19 34 +15 20 35 +15
MF11 Hours 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 -
MF12 Hours 0 0 - 8 336 +328 12 336 +324
HF1 Hours 15 15 - 1,013 778 -235 1,254 1,025 -229
High-Frequency (HF) HF3 Hours 0 0 ] 171 233 +62 202 273 +71
Tactical and nontactical
sources that produce HF4 Hours 23 23 - 1,019 1,026 +7 1,328 1,336 +8
signals greater han 104z 1 s Hours 0 0 : 654 966 +312 840 1,004 +254
HF6 Hours 2,328 2,280 -48 2,939 2,960 +21 3,402 3,460 +58

! In the DEIS, source class MF5 was presented as hours of use (quantity in hours shown in parentheses). The equivalent count is shown here for comparison.
Notes: DEIS = Draft Environmental Impact Statement, FEIS = Final Environmental Impact Statement, kHz = kilohertz, LF = low frequency, MF = mid-frequency, HF = high frequency
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Table 2: Change in Annual Sonar and Other Active Acoustic Source Class Usage during Testing Activities Analyzed in this FEIS Compared to the DEIS
(continued)

For Annual Testing Activities

Annual Usage

Source Class Category S(;L:scse Units No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2
DEIS FEIS Change DEIS FEIS Change DEIS FEIS Change
) ) ASW1 | Hours 0 0 - 0 224 +224 0 224 +224
Anti-Submarine Warfare 1
(ASW) Tactical sources ASW2 Hours 191 0 Note 1 191 191 Note 1 1,134 255 Note 1
used during anti-submarine ASW2' | Count 0 2,090 Note 1 0 2,090 Note 1 0 2,260 Note 1
‘é";?\fl?trigs”a'”'”g andtesting | Asw3 | Hours 25 25 ] 747 1,133 +386 985 1,278 +293
ASW4 Count 113 340 +227 142 426 +284 159 477 +318
Torpedoes (TORP) Source | 1opp1 | count 39 186 +147 112 668 +556 143 701 +558
classes associated with
ti tic si |
active acoustic sigra’s TORP2 | Count 69 275 +206 140 672 +532 157 732 +575

produced by torpedoes

Acoustic Modems (M)

Transmit data acoustically M3 Hours 2,352 3,294 +942 3,126 4,375 +1,249 3,663 4,995 +1,332
through the water

Swimmer Detection
Sonar (SD) Used to detect

: SD1 Hours 40 38 -2 32 30 -2 40 38 -2
divers and submerged
swimmers
Airguns (AG) Used during
swimmer defense and diver AG Count 5 5 i 4 4 i 5 5 i

deterrent training and
testing activities

Synthetic Aperture Sonar SAS1

erure Hours 240 1,740 +1500 480 2,280 +1,800 600 2,700 +2,100
(SAS): Sonar in which
active acoustic signals are | gaqo | Hoyrs 2,328 2,280 -48 4,339 4,320 .19 4,948 4,956 +8
post-processed to form
high-resolution images of SAS3 | Hours 2328 2.280 -48 2.899 2880 119 3.352 3.360 +8

the seafloor

! The use of source class ASW2 proposed in Alternatives 1 and 2 is the same in both the DEIS and FEIS, although it was represented as hours in the DEIS and count in the FEIS.

Notes: DEIS = Draft Environmental Impact Statement, FEIS = Final Environmental Impact Statement, ASW = Anti-submarine Warfare, TORP = Torpedoes, M = Acoustic Modems,
SD = Swimmer Detection Sonar, AG = Airguns, SAS = Synthetic aperture Sonar
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Table 3: Change in Annual Explosive Usage during Training and Testing Activities Analyzed in this FEIS Compared to the DEIS

For Annual Training and Testing Activities
Number of Explosives
zislrgsei\ﬂﬁzig\:ﬁ; No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2
DEIS FEIS Change DEIS FEIS Change DEIS FEIS Change
Training Activities
E1 (0.1-0.251b.) 1,808 1,808 - 19,840 19,840 - 19,840 19,840 -
E2 (0.26-0.51b.) 1,124 1,122 -2 1,044 1,044 - 1,044 1,044 -
E3 (0.6-2.51b.) 18,946 18,946 - 3,020 3,020 - 3,020 3,020 -
E4 (2.6-51b.) 720 720 - 668 668 - 668 668 -
E5 (6-10 Ib.) 16,815 16,815 - 8,154 8,154 - 8,154 8,154 -
E6 (11-20 Ib.) 262 262 - 538 538 - 538 538 -
E7 (21-60 Ib.) 291 291 - 407 407 - 407 407 -
E8 (61-100 Ib.) 29 29 - 64 64 - 64 64 -
E9 (101-250 Ib.) 16 16 - 16 16 - 16 16 -
E10 (251-500 Ib.) 11 11 - 19 19 - 19 19 -
E11 (501-650 Ib.) 8 8 - 8 8 - 8 8 -
E12 (651-1,000 Ib.) 206 206 - 224 224 - 224 224 -
E13 (1,001-1,740 Ib.) 9 9 - 9 9 - 9 9 -
Testing Activities
E1 (0.1-0.251b.) 1,501 1,501 - 10,000 12,800 +2,800 11,000 14,501 +3,501
E3 (0.6-2.51b.) 2,342 2,342 - 2,688 2,688 - 2,990 2,990 -
E4 (2.6-51b.) 703 703 - 648 648 - 737 753 +16
E5 (6-10 Ib.) 0 0 - 184 184 - 202 202 -
E6 (11-20 Ib.) 5 5 - 28 34 +6 32 37 +5
E7 (21-60 Ib.) 0 0 - 18 18 - 21 21 -
E8 (61-100 Ib.) 3 3 - 11 11 - 14 12 -2
E10 (251-500 Ib.) 4 4 - 28 28 - 31 31 -
E11 (501-650 Ib.) 3 3 - 13 13 - 16 14 -2

Notes: Ib. = pound, DEIS = Draft Environmental Impact Statement, FEIS = Final Environmental Impact Statement
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e Section 3.0 (Introduction to Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences):

Tables were updated to reflect different annual levels of certain activities and resulting quantities of
associated military expended materials based on changes to Chapter 2 (Description of Proposed
Action and Alternatives). Changes in the number of activities proposed also prompted updates to
the tables describing the level of use of acoustic sources.

e Section 3.1 (Sediments and Water Quality):

Changes in quantities of military expended materials were adjusted based on changes made to
Chapter 2 (Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives) and military expended material
numbers in Section 3.0 (Introduction). The analyses of impacts to water quality and sediments as a
result of these changes were modified accordingly.

e Section 3.2 (Air Quality):

The analyses of impacts to air quality as a result of changes to annual levels of certain activities, as
detailed in Chapter 2 (Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives) were modified accordingly.

e Section 3.3 (Marine Habitats):

The Navy clarified the locations where seafloor explosions would take place. Changes in quantities
of military expended materials were adjusted based on changes made to Chapter 2 (Description of
Proposed Action and Alternatives) and tables in Section 3.0.5.3 (ldentification of Stressors for
Analysis). The analyses of impacts to marine habitats as a result of these changes were modified
accordingly.

e Section 3.4 (Marine Mammals):

The analyses of impacts to marine mammals as a result of changes to annual levels of certain
activities, as detailed in Chapter 2 (Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives) and tables in
Section 3.0.5.3 (ldentification of Stressors for Analysis) were modified accordingly. The acoustic
analysis was revised to more accurately quantify the expected acoustic effects to marine mammals,
taking into consideration animal avoidance or movement and standard Navy mitigations. These
changes can be found in the Final EIS/OEIS in Section 3.4.3.1.6 (Quantitative Analysis), Section
3.4.3.1.8 (Implementing Mitigation to Reduce Sound Exposures), Section 3.4.3.2.1.2 (Avoidance
Behavior and Mitigation Measures as Applied to Sonar and Other Active Acoustic Sources), and
Section 3.4.3.2.2.2 (Avoidance Behavior and Mitigation Measures as Applied to Explosions).

Numeric differences between the HSTT Draft EIS/OEIS and this Final EIS/OEIS quantification of
marine mammals acoustic effects are due to three main factors: (1) refinement to the modeling
inputs for training and testing; (2) use of an emergent and more accurate winter season density for
the species (short-beaked common dolphins) having the highest abundance of any marine mammal
in the Study Area; and (3) additional post-model quantification to further refine the numerical
presentation of acoustic effects so as to include animal avoidance of repeated sound sources,
avoidance of areas of activity before use of a sound source or explosive, and implementation of
mitigation. In summary, the final analysis regarding marine mammal impacts has not changed
between the HSTT Draft EIS/OEIS and this Final EIS/OEIS and the conclusions remain the same.
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e Section 3.5 (Sea Turtles):

The analyses of impacts to sea turtles as a result of changes to annual levels of certain activities, as
detailed in Chapter 2 (Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives) and tables in Section 3.0.5.3
(Identification of Stressors for Analysis) were modified accordingly. Also, as a result of new research,
information on the San Diego Bay population of green sea turtles and their foraging range was
updated in the text.

e Section 3.6 (Seabirds):

The analyses of impacts to seabirds as a result of changes to annual levels of certain activities, as
detailed in Chapter 2 (Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives) and tables in Section 3.0.5.3
(Identification of Stressors for Analysis) were modified accordingly. Additional discussion has been
presented related to the risk of plastic ingestion and impaction in seabird chicks when compared to
adults.

e Section 3.7 (Marine Vegetation):

Information has been added regarding red tide and toxin releases associated with cyanobacteria and
possible resultant impacts to marine vegetation.

e Section 3.8 (Marine Invertebrates):

Language was added to clarify procedures taken during amphibious landings training in Hawaii to
avoid coral reefs.

e Section 3.10 (Cultural Resources):

Language was added to more fully explain and update the consultation process that has occurred
between the Navy and the State Historic Preservation Officers. Language has been added to clarify
those items considered cultural resources under the National Historic Preservation Act. Also, the
Navy added a description of Programmatic Agreements regarding Navy undertakings in Hawaii and
on San Clemente Island.

e Chapter 4 (Cumulative Impacts):

Updates were made to the status of ongoing projects. In addition, updates were made to reflect
changes made to other chapters in the EIS/OEIS.

e Chapter 5 (Standard Operating Procedures, Mitigation, and Monitoring):

In response to public comment, modifications were made to the discussion of how activities
recommence after a marine mammal or sea turtle sighting and to the Effectiveness and Operational
Assessment discussions. Also as a result of public comment, modifications were made to improve
consistency across mitigation measures wherever possible. Section 5.2.2.2 (Protective Measures
Assessment Protocol) was revised to better explain how the Navy’s Protective Measures Assessment
Protocol is implemented. Changes were also made to Section 5.2.3 (Assessment Method) to clarify
the Navy’s effectiveness and operational assessment for procedural measures and proposed
mitigation areas. Section 5.3.4 (Mitigation Measures Considered but Eliminated) was restructured,
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supplemented with additional discussion, and migrated into Section 5.3 (Mitigation Assessment).
Additional information was added to Section 5.3.1.1 (Specialized Training) about the U.S. Navy
Afloat Environmental Compliance Training Series, the Effectiveness Assessment for Lookout
Procedural Measures was modified to provide a Study Area-specific detection probability table
(Table 5.3-1), discussion of seafloor habitats was modified (Section 5.3.3.2, Seafloor Resources), and
Table 5.4-1 (Summary of Recommended Mitigation Measures) was updated to reflect the changes
made within the chapter. Finally, a figure was added (Figure 5.3-1) to show the Navy’s humpback
whale cautionary area as it relates to the Hawaiian Islands Humpback Whale National Marine
Sanctuary.

e Chapter 6 (Additional Regulatory Considerations):

A description of the National Historic Preservation Act was added to Table 6.1-1. Language providing
historical context and importance of the Hawaiian Islands Humpback Whale National Marine
Sanctuary has been added.

o Appendix A (Navy Activities Descriptions):

Changes were made to reflect modifications made to Chapter 2 (Description of Proposed Action and
Alternatives) and to correct errors.

e Appendix B (Federal Register Notices):
The Navy added the following Federal Register notices:
O Notice of Availability of the Draft EIS/OEIS
O Notice of Public Meetings for the Draft EIS/OEIS
O Revision to Notice of Availability, extending the comment period from 06/25/12 to
07/10/12
e Appendix C (Agency Correspondence):
Agency correspondence received since the public release of the Draft EIS/OEIS was added.

e Appendix E (Public Participation):

Information regarding the public meetings held in conjunction with the release of the Draft EIS/OEIS
was added as well as public comments received on the Draft EIS/OEIS, pertinent comments received
on the National Marine Fisheries Service Proposed Rule, and the Navy’s responses to comments.

e Appendix F (Training and Testing Activities Matrices):

Changes were made to reflect corrections made to Chapter 2 (Description of Proposed Action and
Alternatives) and to correct errors.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
ES.1 INTRODUCTION

The United States (U.S.) Department of the Navy (Navy) prepared this Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS)/Overseas EIS (OEIS) to assess the potential environmental impacts associated with two categories
of military readiness activities: training and testing. Collectively, the at-sea areas in this EIS/OEIS are
referred to as the Hawaii-Southern California Training and Testing (HSTT) Study Area (Study Area)
(Figure ES-1). The Navy also prepared this EIS/OEIS to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and Executive Order (EQ) 12114.

Major conflicts, terrorism, lawlessness, and natural disasters all have the potential to threaten national
security of the United States. United States National security, prosperity, and vital interests are
increasingly tied to other nations because of the close relationships between the United States and
other national economies. The Navy carries out training and testing activities to be able to protect the
United States against its enemies, as well as to protect and defend the rights of the United States and its
allies to move freely on the oceans. Training and testing activities that prepare the Navy to fulfill its
mission to protect and defend the United States and its allies potentially impact the environment. These
activities may trigger legal requirements identified in many U.S. federal environmental laws, regulations,
and executive orders.

After thoroughly reviewing its environmental compliance requirements for training and exercises at sea,
the Navy instituted a policy in the year 2000 designed to comprehensively address these requirements.
That policy—the Navy’s At-Sea Policy—resulted, in part, in a series of comprehensive analyses of
training and testing activities on U.S. at-sea range complexes and operating areas (OPAREAs). These
analyses serve as the basis for the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to issue Marine Mammal
Protection Act (MMPA) incidental take authorizations and incidental takes of threatened and
endangered marine species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) because of the potential effects of
some training and testing activities on marine species protected by federal law. The first of these
analyses and incidental take authorizations resulted in a series of NEPA documents, completed
beginning in 2008 through 2012, for which incidental take authorizations will begin to expire in early
2014. This EIS/OEIS updates these analyses and supports issuance of new incidental take authorizations.
This EIS/OEIS also furthers compliance with the Navy’s policy for comprehensive analysis by expanding
the geographic scope to include additional areas where training and testing activities have historically
occurred.

The HSTT Draft EIS/OEIS was released for public review and comment 11 May 2012 through 10 July
2012. Changes in this Final EIS/OEIS reflect all substantive comments made on the Draft EIS/OEIS during
the public comment period and Navy refinements to the Proposed Action. The key changes between the
HSTT Draft EIS/OEIS and Final EIS/OEIS can be found in the Foreword.

The three EIS/OEIS documents being consolidated and analyzed are for the following range complexes:
Hawaii Range Complex (HRC), Southern California (SOCAL) Range Complex, and Silver Strand Training
Complex (SSTC). Furthermore, this EIS/OEIS also provides compliance with the Navy’s policy for
comprehensive analysis by expanding the geographic scope to include additional areas where training
and testing activities have historically occurred and have previously not been the subject of NEPA
analysis.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ES-1
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Figure ES-1: Hawaii-Southern California Training and Testing Study Area
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ES.2 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR PROPOSED MILITARY READINESS TRAINING AND TESTING
ACTIVITIES

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to conduct training and testing activities to ensure that the Navy
meets its mission under Title 10 United States Code (U.S.C.) Section 5062, which is to maintain, train,
and equip combat-ready naval forces capable of winning wars, deterring aggression, and maintaining
freedom of the seas. This mission is achieved in part by conducting training and testing within the Study
Area.

ES.3 ScorPe AND CONTENT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/OVERSEAS
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

In this EIS/OEIS, the Navy assessed military readiness training and testing activities that could potentially
impact human and natural resources, especially marine mammals, sea turtles, and other marine
resources. The range of alternatives includes a No Action Alternative and other reasonable courses of
action. Direct, indirect, cumulative, short-term, long-term, irreversible, and irretrievable impacts were
also analyzed. The Navy is the lead agency for the Proposed Action and is responsible for the scope and
content of this EIS/OEIS. The NMFS is a cooperating agency pursuant to 40 Code of Federal Regulations
(C.F.R.) § 1501.6 because of its expertise and regulatory authority over marine resources. Additionally,
this document will serve as NMFS” NEPA documentation for the rule-making process under the MMPA.

In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1505.2, the Navy will
issue a Record of Decision. The decision will be based on factors analyzed in this EIS/OEIS, including
military training and testing objectives, best available science and modeling data, potential
environmental impacts, and public interest.

ES.3.1 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL PoLIcYy ACT

Federal agencies are required under NEPA to examine the environmental impacts of their proposed
actions within the United States and its territories. An EIS is a detailed public document that provides an
assessment of the potential effects that a major federal action might have on the human environment,
which includes the natural environment. The Navy undertakes environmental planning for major Navy
actions occurring throughout the world in accordance with applicable laws, regulations, and executive
orders. Presidential Proclamation 5928, issued December 27, 1988, extended the exercise of U.S.
sovereignty and jurisdiction under international law to 12 nautical miles (nm); however, the
proclamation expressly provides that it does not extend or otherwise alter existing federal law or any
associated jurisdiction, rights, legal interests, or obligations. Thus, as a matter of policy, the Navy
analyzes environmental effects and actions within 12 nm under NEPA (an EIS).

ES.3.2 EXECUTIVE ORDER 12114

This OEIS has been prepared in accordance with EO 12114 (44 Federal Register 1957) and Navy
implementing regulations in 32 C.F.R. Part 187, Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Department of
Defense Actions. An OEIS is required when a proposed action and alternatives have the potential to
significantly harm the environment of the global commons. The global commons are defined as
geographical areas outside the jurisdiction of any nation and include the oceans outside of the territorial
limits (more than 12 nm from the coast) and Antarctica but do not include contiguous zones and
fisheries zones of foreign nations (32 C.F.R. § 187.3). The EIS and OEIS have been combined into one
document, as permitted under NEPA and EO 12114, to reduce duplication.
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ES.3.3 MARINE MAMMAL PROTECTION ACT

The MMPA of 1972 (16 U.S.C. § 1361 et seq.) established, with limited exceptions, a moratorium on the
“taking” of marine mammals in waters or on lands under U.S. jurisdiction. The act further regulates
“takes” of marine mammals in the global commons (that is, the high seas) by vessels or persons under
U.S. jurisdiction. The term “take,” as defined in Section 3 (16 U.S.C. § 1362(13)) of the MMPA, means “to
harass, hunt, capture, or kill, or attempt to harass, hunt, capture, or kill any marine mammal.”
“Harassment” was further defined in the 1994 amendments to the MMPA, which provided two levels of
harassment: Level A (potential injury) and Level B (potential behavioral disturbance).

The MMPA directs the Secretary of Commerce to allow, upon request, the incidental, but not
intentional, taking of small numbers of marine mammals by U.S. citizens who engage in a specified
activity (other than commercial fishing) within a specified geographical region if NMFS finds that the
taking will have a negligible impact on the species or stock(s), and will not have an unmitigable adverse
impact on the availability of the species or stock(s) for subsistence uses (where relevant). The
authorization must set forth the permissible methods of taking, other means of attaining the least
practicable adverse impact on the species or stock and its habitat, and requirements pertaining to the
mitigation, monitoring, and reporting of such taking.

The National Defense Authorization Act of Fiscal Year 2004 (Public Law 108-136) amended the definition
of harassment and removed the “small numbers” provision as applied to military readiness activities or
scientific research activities conducted by or on behalf of the federal government consistent with
Section 104(c)(3) (16 U.S.C. § 1374 [c][3]). The Fiscal Year 2004 National Defense Authorization Act
adopted the definition of “military readiness activity” as set forth in the Fiscal Year 2003 National
Defense Authorization Act (Public Law 107-314). A “military readiness activity” is defined as “all training
and operations of the Armed Forces that relate to combat” and “the adequate and realistic testing of
military equipment, vehicles, weapons, and sensors for proper operation and suitability for combat
use.” Since the Proposed Action involves conducting military readiness activities, the relevant definition
of harassment is any act that

e injures or has the significant potential to injure a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in
the wild (“Level A harassment”) or

o disturbs or is likely to disturb a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild by causing
disruption of natural behavioral patterns, including, but not limited to, migration, surfacing,
nursing, breeding, feeding, or sheltering to a point where such behavioral patterns are
abandoned or significantly altered (“Level B harassment”) [16 U.S.C. § 1362(18)(B)(i) and (ii)].

ES.3.4 ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

The ESA of 1973 (16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.) established protection over and conservation of threatened
and endangered species and the ecosystems upon which they depend. An “endangered” species is a
species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. A “threatened” species
is one that is likely to become endangered within the near future throughout all or in a significant
portion of its range. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS jointly administer the ESA and
are also responsible for the listing of species (designating a species as either threatened or endangered).
The ESA allows the designation of geographic areas as critical habitat for threatened or endangered
species. Section 7(a)(2) requires each federal agency to ensure that any action it authorizes, funds, or
carries out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat of such species. When a federal
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agency's action “may affect” a listed species, that agency is required to consult with the Service (NMFS
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) that has jurisdiction over the species in question (50 C.F.R. § 402.14(a)).
Under the terms of Section 7(b)(4) and Section 7(0)(2) of the ESA, taking that is incidental to and not
intended as part of the agency action is not considered to be prohibited taking under the act provided
that such taking complies with the terms and conditions of an Incidental Take Statement. The ESA
applies to marine mammals, sea turtles, sea birds, marine invertebrates, fish, and plants evaluated in
this EIS/OEIS.

ES.3.5 OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS CONSIDERED

The Navy must comply with all applicable federal environmental laws, regulations, and EOs, including,
but not limited to, those listed below. Further information on Navy compliance with these and other
environmental laws, regulations, and EOs can be found in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and
Environmental Consequences) and Chapter 6 (Additional Regulatory Considerations).

e Abandoned Shipwreck Act

e Antiquities Act

e C(Clean Air Act

e (Clean Water Act

e Coastal Zone Management Act

e Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act

e Migratory Bird Treaty Act

e National Historic Preservation Act

e National Marine Sanctuaries Act

e Rivers and Harbors Act

e EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations

e EO 12962, Recreational Fisheries

e EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks

e EO 13089, Coral Reef Protection

e EO 13158, Marine Protected Areas

e EO 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments

e EO 13178, Northwestern Hawaiian Islands Coral Reef Ecosystem Reserve

e EO 13547, Stewardship of the Ocean, Our Coasts, and the Great Lakes

ES.4 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The NEPA of 1969 requires federal agencies to examine the environmental effects of their proposed
actions within U.S. territories. An EIS is a detailed public document that provides an assessment of the
potential effects that a major federal action might have on the human environment. The Navy
undertakes environmental planning for major Navy actions occurring throughout the world in
accordance with applicable laws, regulations, and executive orders.

The first step in the NEPA process for an EIS is to prepare a Notice of Intent to develop an EIS. The Navy
published a Notice of Intent for this EIS/OEIS in the Federal Register and several newspapers on 15 July,
2010. In addition, Notice of Intent/Notice of Scoping Meeting Letters were distributed on 14 July 2010,

to 230 federal, state, and local elected officials and government agencies. The Notice of Intent provided
an overview of the Proposed Action and the scope of the EIS, and initiated the scoping process.
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ES.4.1 SCOPING PROCESS

Scoping is an early and open process for developing the “scope” of issues to be addressed in an EIS and
for identifying significant issues related to a proposed action. During scoping, the public helps define and
prioritize issues through public meetings and written comments.

Six scoping meetings were held on August 4, 5, 24, 25, 26 and 27 in the cities of San Diego, CA;
Lakewood, CA; Lihue, HI; Honolulu, Hi; Hilo, HI; and Kahului, HI, respectively. At each scoping meeting,
staffers at the welcome station greeted guests and encouraged them to sign in to be added to the
project mailing list to receive future notifications. In total, 131 people signed in at the welcome table.
The meetings were held in an open house format, presenting informational posters and written
information, with Navy staff and project experts available to answer participants’ questions.
Additionally, a digital voice recorder was available to record participants’ oral comments. The
interaction during the information sessions was productive and helpful to the Navy.

ES.4.2 SCOPING COMMENTS

Scoping participants submitted comments in five ways:

e Oral statements at the public meetings (as recorded by the tape recorder)

e  Written comments at the public meetings

e  Written letters (received any time during the public comment period)

e Electronic mail (received any time during the public comment period)

e Comments submitted directly on the project website (received any time during the public
comment period)

In total, the Navy received comments from 72 individuals and groups. Because many of the comments
addressed more than one issue, 228 total comments resulted. Table ES-1 provides a breakdown of areas
of concern based on comments received during scoping.

ES.4.3 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/OVERSEAS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

The Draft EIS/OEIS was prepared to assess potential impacts of the proposed action and alternatives on
the environment. A Notice of Availability was published in the Federal Register and notices were placed
in local and regional newspapers announcing the availability of the Draft EIS/OEIS. The Draft EIS/OEIS
was circulated for review and comment, and public meetings were held.

ES.4.4 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/OVERSEAS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT/RECORD OF DECISION

This Final EIS/OEIS addresses all public comments received on the Draft EIS. Responses to public
comments include correction of data, clarifications of and modifications to analytical approaches, and
inclusion of new or additional data or analyses. New data and analyses in this Final EIS/OEIS include
adjustments to levels of certain training and testing activities, and consideration of animal avoidance or
movement to more accurately quantify the expected acoustic effects to these marine organisms.
Additional detail on these changes can be found in the Foreword of this Final EIS/OEIS.

The decision-maker will issue a Record of Decision no earlier than 30 days after the Final EIS/OEIS is
made available to the public.
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Table ES-1: Public Scoping Comment Summary

Area of Concern Count Pe;%i';} i
Sonar/Underwater Detonations 44 19.3%
Marine Mammals 43 18.9%
Other 30 13.2%
Fish/Marine Habitat 29 12.7%
Meeting/NEPA Process 11 4.8%
Alternatives 10 4.4%
Regional Economy 9 3.9%
Noise 9 3.9%
Threatened and Endangered Species 8 3.5%
Proposed Action 7 3.1%
Water Quality 6 2.6%
Air Quality 5 2.2%
Depleted Uranium 5 2.2%
Public Health and Safety 4 1.8%
Cumulative Impacts 4 1.8%
Terrestrial/Birds 3 1.3%
Recreation 1 0.4%
TOTAL 228

ES.5 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The Navy proposes to conduct military readiness training and testing activities throughout the in-water
areas around the Hawaiian Islands and off the coast of Southern California, primarily in established
operating and military warning areas of the Study Area. In order to both achieve and maintain Fleet
readiness, the Navy proposes to:

e Reassess the environmental analyses of Navy at-sea training and testing activities contained in
three separate EIS/OEIS documents and various Environmental Assessment (EA)/Overseas EAs
(OEAs), and consolidate these analyses into a single environmental planning document. The
three EIS/OEIS documents are for the HRC (U.S. Department of the Navy 2008a), SOCAL Range
Complex (U.S. Department of the Navy 2008b), and SSTC (U.S. Department of the Navy 2011).
The reassessment of the environmental analyses of these documents will support
reauthorization of incidental takes of marine mammals under the MMPA and Section 7
consultation under the ESA.

e Adjust baseline training and testing activities from current levels needed to support Navy
training and testing requirements beginning in 2014. As part of the adjustment to current
baseline activities, the Navy is accounting for other activities and sound sources not addressed
in the previous analyses that have previously not been the subject of NEPA analysis.

e Analyze the environmental impacts of training and testing activities conducted during transits
between SOCAL and HRC, in additional areas where training and testing have historically
occurred, and at Navy ports, Navy shipyards, contractor shipyards and the transit channels
serving these areas that have previously not been the subject of NEPA analysis.
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e Update the at-sea impact analysis in the previous documents to account for force structure
changes, including those resulting from the development and testing and use of new platforms,
weapons, and systems expected to reach initial operating capability after 2014 and before 2019.

e |Implement enhanced range capabilities.

e Update environmental analyses with the best available science and acoustic analysis methods
currently available to evaluate the potential effects of military training and testing activities on
the marine environment.

ES.5.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No Action Alternative is required by regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality as a
baseline against which the impacts of the Proposed Action are compared. The No Action Alternative
continues baseline training and testing activities and force structure requirements as defined by existing
Navy environmental planning documents.

The No Action Alternative represents the current level of activities and events and those analyzed in
previously completed documents. However, it would fail to meet the current purpose and need for the
Navy’s Proposed Action because it would not allow the Navy to conduct the training and testing
activities necessary to achieve and maintain Fleet readiness. For example, the baseline activities do not
account for changes in force structure requirements, the introduction of new weapons and platforms,
and the training and testing required for proficiency with these systems.

ES.5.2 ALTERNATIVE 1

This alternative consists of the No Action Alternative, plus the expansion of Study Area boundaries and
adjustments to location and tempo of training and testing activities.

e Adjustment of the Study Area: This alternative contains analysis of areas where Navy training
and testing would continue as in the past, but were not considered in previous environmental
analyses. This Alternative would not expand the area where the Navy trains and tests, but would
simply expand the area that is to be analyzed.

e Adjustments to Locations and Tempo of Training and Testing Activities: This alternative also
includes changes to training and testing requirements necessary to accommodate (a) the
relocation of ships, aircraft, and personnel, (b) planned aircraft, vessels, and weapons systems,
and (c) ongoing activities not addressed in previous documentation.

0 Force Structure Changes: Force structure changes involve the relocation of ships,
aircraft, and personnel. As forces are moved within the existing Navy structure, training
needs will necessarily change as the location of forces change.

0 Planned Aircraft, Vessels, and Weapons Systems: This EIS/OEIS examines the training
and testing requirements of planned vessels, aircraft, and weapons systems that the
Navy would use in the Study Area.

O Ongoing Activities: Current training and testing activities that were not analyzed under
NEPA in previous documentation are analyzed in this EIS/OEIS.

Alternative 1 reflects the adjustment to the baseline necessary to support all current and proposed Navy
at-sea training and testing activities through 2019.
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ES.5.3 ALTERNATIVE 2 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

Alternative 2 is the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 2 consists of Alternative 1 plus: the establishment
of new range capabilities, as well as modifications of existing capabilities; adjustments to type and
tempo of training and testing; and the establishment of additional locations to conduct activities
between the range complexes. This alternative is contingent upon potential budget increases, strategic
necessity, and future training and testing requirements.

Alternative 2 includes the following:

e Introduction of surface ships outfitted with kinetic energy weapon capability, and the testing of,
and training with this new weapon system.

e Introduction of broad area maritime surveillance unmanned aerial vehicles and their use during
maritime patrol aircraft anti-submarine warfare testing and training events;

e Incremental (10 percent) increase in testing events, such as an increased number of
unmanned/autonomous vehicle activities.

e Analysis of increased number of ship trials and other post delivery test and trial events
necessitated by an increased/accelerated delivery of surface ships.

ES.6 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Environmental effects which might result from the implementation of the Navy’s Proposed Action or
alternatives have been analyzed in this EIS/OEIS. Resource areas analyzed include sediments and water
quality, air quality, marine habitats, marine mammals, sea turtles, sea birds, marine vegetation, marine
invertebrates, fish, cultural resources, socioeconomic resources, and public health and safety. Table ES-2
provides a comparison of the potential environmental impacts of the No Action Alternative,

Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative).
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Table ES-2: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No Action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2

Resource Summary of Impacts
Category y P
Section 3.1 No Action Alternative: Stressors analyzed include explosives and explosive byproducts, metals, chemicals other than explosives, and other

Sediments and
Water Quality

materials.

Explosive Byproducts: Impacts of explosive byproducts could be short-term and local, while impacts of unconsumed explosives and metals could
be long-term and local. Chemical, physical, or biological changes in sediment or water quality would be measurable but below applicable
standards, regulations, and guidelines, and within existing conditions or designated uses.

Metals: Impacts of metals could be long-term and local. Corrosion and biological processes would reduce exposure of military expended
materials to seawater, decreasing the rate of leaching, and most leached metals would bind to sediments and other organic matter. Sediments
near military expended materials would contain some metals, but concentrations would be below applicable standards, regulations, and
guidelines.

Chemicals Other than Explosives: Impacts of chemicals other than explosives and impacts of other materials could be both short- and long-term
and local. Chemical, physical, or biological changes in sediment or water quality would not be detectable, and would be within existing conditions
or designated uses.

Other Materials: Impacts of other materials could be short-term and local. Most other materials from military expended materials would not be
harmful to marine organisms, and would be consumed during use. Chemical, physical, or biological changes in sediment or water quality would
not be detectable.

Alternative 1: The number of individual impacts may increase under Alternative 1, but the types of impacts would be the same as the No Action
Alternative. Despite the increase, changes to sediments and water quality under Alternative 1 would be considered localized, short- and
long-term. Impacts under Alternative 1 would be below applicable standards, regulations, and guidelines and would be within existing conditions
or designated uses.

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative): The number of individual impacts may increase under Alternative 2, but the types of impacts would be the
same as the No Action Alternative. Despite the increase, changes to sediments and water quality under Alternative 2 would be considered
localized, short- and long-term. Impacts under Alternative 2 would be below applicable standards, regulations, and guidelines and would be
within existing conditions or designated uses.

Section 3.2
Air Quality

No Action Alternative: Stressors analyzed include criteria air pollutants and hazardous air pollutants.

All reasonably foreseeable direct and indirect emissions of criteria air pollutants in nonattainment and maintenance areas do not equal or exceed
applicable de minimis levels. The Navy’'s Proposed Action conforms to the applicable State Implementation Plan, and formal conformity
determination procedures are not required. A Record of Non-Applicability has been prepared.

The public would be exposed to only minor and localized levels of hazardous air pollutants.

Alternative 1: The number of individual impacts may increase under Alternative 1, but the types of impacts would be the same as the No Action
Alternative. Despite the increase in criteria air pollutants, changes to air quality under Alternative 1 would be considered minor; changes to air
quality from hazardous air pollutants are not expected to be detectable.

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative): The number of individual impacts may increase under Alternative 2, but the types of impacts would be the
same as the No Action Alternative. Despite the increase in criteria air pollutants, changes to air quality under Alternative 2 would be considered
minor; changes to air quality from hazardous air pollutants are not expected to be detectable.
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Table ES-2: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No Action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 (continued)

XIS Summary of Impacts

Category y P

Section 3.3 No Action Alternative: Stressors analyzed include acoustic (underwater explosives) and physical disturbance and strike (vessels and in-water
Marine devices, military expended materials, seafloor devices).

Habitats Acoustics: Most of the high-explosive military expended materials would detonate at or near the water surface. Only bottom-laid explosives could

affect bottom substrate and, therefore, marine habitats. Habitat utilized for underwater detonations would primarily be soft-bottom sediment. The
surface area of bottom substrate affected would be a fraction of the total training and testing area available in the Study Area.

Physical Disturbance and Strike: Ocean approaches would not be expected to affect marine habitats because of the nature of high-energy surf
and shifting sands. Seafloor devices would be located in areas that would be primarily soft-bottom habitat. Most seafloor devices would be placed
in areas that would result in minor bottom substrate impacts. Once on the seafloor, military expended material would be buried by sediments,
corroded from exposure to the marine environment, or colonized by benthic organisms. The surface area of bottom substrate affected would be a
fraction of the total training and testing area available in the Study Area.

Pursuant to the Essential Fish Habitat requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act and implementing
regulations, the use of explosives on or near the bottom, military expended materials, and seafloor devices during training and testing activities
may have an adverse effect on Essential Fish Habitat by reducing the quality and quantity of non-living substrates that constitute Essential Fish
Habitat and Habitat Areas of Particular Concern.

Alternative 1: The number of individual impacts may increase under Alternative 1, but the types of impacts would be the same as the No Action
Alternative. Despite the increases, most detonations would continue to occur at or near the surface, and those that do occur on the seafloor
would be located in primarily soft-bottom habitat. Changes to marine substrates could include localized disturbance of the seafloor and cratering
of soft bottom sediments. Impacts on soft bottom habitats would be short term, and impacts on hard bottom would be long term. Activities under
Alternative 1 would not impact the ability of marine substrates to serve their function as habitat.

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative): The number of individual impacts may increase under Alternative 2, but the types of impacts would be the
same as the No Action Alternative. Despite the increases, most detonations would continue to occur at or near the surface, and those that do
occur on the seafloor would be located in primarily soft-bottom habitat. Changes to marine substrates could include localized disturbance of the
seafloor and cratering of soft bottom sediments. Impacts on soft bottom habitats would be short term, and impacts on hard bottom would be long
term. Activities under Alternative 2 would not impact the ability of marine substrates to serve their function as habitat.
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Table ES-2: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No Action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 (continued)

Resource

Category Summary of Impacts

Section 3.4 No Action Alternative: Stressors analyzed include acoustic (sonar and other active acoustic sources; underwater explosives; pile driving;
Marine airguns; weapons firing, launch, and impact noise; vessel noise; and aircraft noise), energy (electromagnetic devices), physical disturbance and
Mammals strike (vessels, in-water devices, military expended materials, and seafloor devices), entanglement (fiber optic cables, guidance wires, and

parachutes), ingestion (munitions and military expended materials other than munitions), and secondary (explosives and byproducts, metals,
chemicals, and transmission of marine diseases and parasites).

Acoustics: Pursuant to the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), the use of sonar and other active acoustic sources and explosives may result
in Level A harassment or Level B harassment of certain marine mammals; underwater explosives may result in Level A harassment, Level B
harassment, or mortality of certain marine mammals; pile driving is not expected to result in mortality or Level A harassment but may result in
Level B harassment of certain marine mammals; the use of swimmer defense airguns is not expected to result in mortality or Level A harassment
but may result in Level B harassment of California sea lion; weapons firing, launch, and impact noise; vessel noise; and aircraft noise are not
expected to result in mortality, Level A harassment, or Level B harassment of any marine mammals. Pursuant to the Endangered Species Act
(ESA), the use of sonar and other active acoustic sources and explosives may affect and is likely to adversely affect certain ESA-listed marine
mammals. Pile driving; swimmer defense airguns; weapons firing, launch, and impact noise; vessel noise; and aircraft noise may affect but are
not likely to adversely affect certain ESA-listed marine mammals. Acoustic sources would have no effect on marine mammal critical habitats.

Energy: Pursuant to the MMPA, the use of electromagnetic devices is not expected to result in mortality, Level A harassment, or Level B
harassment of any marine mammals. Pursuant to the ESA, the use of electromagnetic devices may affect but is not likely to adversely affect
certain ESA-listed marine mammals and would have no effect on marine mammal critical habitats.

Physical Disturbance and Strike: Pursuant to the MMPA, the use of vessels may result in mortality or Level A harassment of certain marine
mammal species but is not expected to result in Level B harassment. The use of in-water devices, military expended materials, and seafloor
devices is not expected to result in mortality, Level A harassment, or Level B harassment of any marine mammal. Pursuant to the ESA, vessel
use may affect and is likely to adversely affect certain ESA-listed species. The use of in-water devices and military expended materials may
affect but is not likely to adversely affect certain marine mammal species. The use of seafloor devices would have no effect on any ESA-listed
marine mammal. The use of vessels, in-water devices, military expended materials, and seafloor devices would have no effect on marine
mammal critical habitats.

Entanglement: Pursuant to the MMPA, the use of fiber optic cables, guidance wires, and parachutes is not expected to result in mortality, Level A
harassment, or Level B harassment of any marine mammal. Pursuant to the ESA, the use of fiber optic cables, guidance wires, and parachutes
may affect but is not likely to adversely affect certain ESA-listed marine mammals and would have no effect on marine mammal critical habitats.

Ingestion: Pursuant to the MMPA, the potential for ingestion of military expended materials is not expected to result in mortality, Level A
harassment, or Level B harassment of any marine mammal. Pursuant to the ESA, the potential for ingestion of military expended materials may
affect but is not likely to adversely affect certain ESA-listed species.

Secondary Stressors: Pursuant to the MMPA, secondary stressors are not expected to result in mortality, Level A harassment, or Level B
harassment of any marine mammal. Pursuant to the ESA, secondary stressors may affect but are not likely to adversely affect certain ESA-listed
marine mammals and would have no effect on marine mammal critical habitats.

Alternative 1: The number of individual impacts under the No Action Alternative may increase under Alternative 1, but the types of impacts
would be the same as under the No Action Alternative. Despite the increase, impacts on marine mammals under Alternative 1 are not expected
to decrease the overall fitness of any marine mammal population.
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Table ES-2: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the No Action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 (continued)

Resource

Category Summary of Impacts

Section 3.4 Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative): The number of individual impacts under the No Action Alternative may increase under Alternative 2, but
Marine the types of impacts would be the same as under the No Action Alternative. Despite the increase, impacts on marine mammals under Alternative
Mammals 2 are not expected to decrease the overall fithess of any marine mammal population.

(continued)

The use of sonar and other active acoustic sources is not expected to result in mortality, although the potential for beaked whale mortality
coincident with use of sonar and other active acoustic sources is considered. The Navy has requested two annual beaked whale mortality takes
under the MMPA as part of all training activities under Alternative 2 to account for any unforeseen potential impacts.

Section 3.5
Sea Turtles

No Action Alternative: Stressors analyzed include acoustic (sonar and other active acoustic sources; underwater explosives; pile driving;
swimmer defense airguns; weapons firing, launch, and impact noise; aircraft noise; and vessel noise), energy (electromagnetic devices), physical
disturbance and strike (vessels and in-water devices, military expended materials, seafloor devices), entanglement (fiber optic cables, guidance
wires, and parachutes), ingestion (munitions, military expended materials other than munitions), and secondary (habitat, sediments, and water
quality).

Acoustics: Pursuant to the ESA, the use of sonar, other active acoustic sources, and underwater explosives may affect and is likely to adversely
affect ESA-listed green, hawksbill, olive ridley, leatherback, and loggerhead sea turtles. Pile driving and swimmer defense airguns may affect but
are not likely to adversely affect g